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The oral version of this paper was delivered during the aftermath of the British referendum on EU membership in the summer of 2016. At the time, there was widespread concern that the outcome of the UK referendum might be replicated elsewhere, with ever-broadening public support in Germany, France, the Netherlands, Denmark and Sweden for parties hostile to the EU in general – and to EU migrants in particular. Historians and social scientists are likely to be debating and disagreeing over the causes of the UK referendum result for years to come, and there can be no doubt that a wide range of different considerations motivated individual voters to different degrees. On the other hand, it seems certain that concerns about immigration played a crucial role, combined with a widespread feeling of disempowerment especially among the poorest part of the UK electorate. Moreover, it is highly probable that concerns relating to EU migration were exacerbated by the pressure on the external and internal borders of the EU from an ever-growing number of refugees displaced by the conflagration in the Middle East and North Africa from 2011 onwards. 
	The two types of migrant, EU migrants and refugees respectively, are of course quite distinct in a number of ways, not only legally but also in regard to their culture, colour and creed. Yet, those distinctions were almost entirely effaced in the public debate before, during, and after the EU referendum campaign in Britain. Arguably this is understandable, at least when viewed from the perspective of the least affluent UK voters. The seemingly inexhaustible supply of cheap labour, especially from Eastern Europe, has frequently been hailed by employers and politicians alike as beneficial to an abstract 'the economy' because of the resulting downward pressure on wages. When this is combined with increased pressure on housing and public services (coinciding with, though not necessarily caused by, a rise in the number of immigrants), those citizens who are most directly affected are less likely to differentiate between the various types of migrant, except in so far as a certain control can be exercised by individual member states over the number admitted from outside the EU, but not over the admission of those who migrate internally within the EU itself.
	The current rhetoric on immigration not only in the UK but also in several other EU member states appears, at first glance at least, to contrast markedly with the rhetoric on immigration that can be reconstructed on the basis of surviving oratory composed for delivery in the assembly, council and courts of fourth-century Athens, and on the basis of numerous honorary decrees passed in the fourth century by the Athenian council and assembly in recognition of the services rendered to the community by non-citizens, some of whom appear to have made their home in Athens.​[1]​ Although some speakers clearly do expect their audiences to harbour certain prejudices against various groups of resident aliens (metics), and in particular against those who were not ethnically Greek,​[2]​ examples of outright denigration of non-citizens simply because they were not Athenians are remarkably few and far between. 
	To be sure, a level of hostility can be found in contexts where speakers assert that their opponents were unlawfully posing as citizens, despite their not meeting the criterion of having been born to two citizen parents, and attacks are even more frequent and more vicious against those who were known or suspected to be descended from slaves, yet exercised the privileges that were legally reserved for citizens.​[3]​ On the other hand, there is not a single surviving example of a speaker who asserted that immigrants generally were undesirable, or that immigration itself constituted a threat to the community collectively, in the way that it is frequently represented in modern debates in Europe and in the USA. The absence from Athenian public discourse (or, to be precise, from the speeches that have survived in our corpus of Attic oratory) of vitriol directed against Athens' immigrant population has often been noted by modern scholars, and there is widespread agreement on the explanation, at least in broader terms. 
	Two factors in particular have been highlighted in modern discussions. The first factor is that there was a general consensus among the Athenians, rich and poor alike, that immigrants contributed positively to the Athenian community as a whole, as traders, craftsmen, and soldiers. Two passages, roughly contemporary with one another, have been cited frequently in support of this basic proposition. One is from Isokrates' pamphlet On the Peace (8.20-21), the other from Xenophon's Ways and Means (2.1-2.7). Both authors represent immigration as essential for the enhancement of the community's prosperity, and both are keen to see an increase in the number of metics. Xenophon's suggestions are particularly interesting: while Isokrates regards peace and stability as a sufficient incentive for aliens to settle in Athens, Xenophon goes further by suggesting a reduction of the military obligations of male immigrants, along with a relaxation of the restrictions on immigrants' acquisition of real estate, allowing metics to buy empty houses and vacant building plots within the city walls (2.6):
Moreover, since there are many deserted houses and building plots inside the walls, if the city were to permit acquisition to those who intend to build on them, and who, on applying for permission, are found worthy of the grant, I think that many more and better (beltious) men will wish to take up residence at Athens as a result of this measure.​[4]​
It must be noted that Xenophon is not by any means suggesting a free-for-all. Permission is to be granted only after an application process and an unspecified vetting procedure, and only to those metics who are deemed axioi, 'deserving' or 'valuable' (not unlike some of the point-based immigration systems operated by a number of modern states). What is more, Xenophon's claim is that the prospect of being allowed to buy a house or building site will make the city better able to attract migrants of a 'higher quality' – the comparative beltious suggests that he is thinking in particular of individuals from wealthy, or even aristocratic backgrounds.​[5]​
	However, in other respects, it is striking how the connection confidently asserted both by Xenophon and by Isokrates between a high level of immigration and collective economic prosperity resembles the claims that are routinely made by some modern European politicians in defence of the freedom of movement within the EU. Here it must be noted that neither Xenophon nor Isokrates were the kind of intellectuals who were likely to view the issue of immigration from the perspective of the poorest members of the Athenian citizen population. And thus it is difficult to ascertain the extent to which their views reflected attitudes to immigration that were shared more widely, including by those who did not belong to the Athenian élite.
	In support of the view that Xenophon's and Isokrates' attitudes were, in broad terms, aligned with those of the Athenians generally, modern scholars have emphasised the evidence that indicates the Athenians did value foreigners, including their resident aliens, as traders and as troops. The collective welcome extended to immigrants with a recognised potential to boost Athenian grain imports is easily explained. It is now widely agreed by modern scholars that ordinary Athenians were generally aware of the way in which grain prices depended on supply and demand. Such awareness seems to be taken for granted in several extant law-court speeches, and there is copious evidence for Greek cities generally adopting a range of measures to keep prices under control.​[6]​ Poor Athenians with little or no arable land of their own were those who had most to gain from keeping grain prices as low as possible, and this in itself may have been a very good reason for them to be firmly in support of attracting as many non-citizen traders as possible. 
	As for the contributions by immigrants to the Athenian military, it has often been highlighted not only that metics of military age were subject to conscription as soldiers, but also that the wealthiest among them were obliged to pay the war tax, eisphora, whenever it was levied. In both respects it is obvious why immigrants might prove valuable in times of war: conscripted metics may have been considerably cheaper and much more reliable than mercenary soldiers whose services were purchased on the open market, and who were prone to shifting their allegiances if offered a higher salary and/or more promising opportunities for booty. A conscripted metic may well have conceived a wish to act in a similar fashion, but if he did desert his Athenian commander, the consequence was that he could never return to Athens. Even a metic who merely left the city in wartime was liable to arrest and punishment if he returned to the city later; a fortiori this would have applied also to the metic who deserted during an actual campaign.​[7]​ Particularly for those metics who were married and had set up a household in Athens, this is likely to have acted as a considerable deterrent.
	The second factor that has been highlighted as part of the explanation for the Athenian willingness to welcome immigrants is that the Athenians, like most other Greeks, reserved certain privileges for males and females of recognised citizen descent. Of these the most important ones were the capacity to acquire real estate by purchase or by inheritance and the capacity to bear or beget children who would themselves qualify as citizens in their turn. It must be noted that both privileges were of relevance to men and women alike. Although some doubts surround the capacity of Athenian women to acquire land by purchase and although there is disagreement on the question if real estate could form part of a woman's dowry, Athenian women could inherit land and buildings in their own right, both as collateral heirs and by bequest.​[8]​ 
	Thus, so the argument goes, the Athenians were able to maintain a consensus that their external borders should be kept open in peacetime, because they had effectively created an internal, almost impassable boundary, defined by legislation, between those who were citizens and those who were not.​[9]​ In other words, while the discourse on immigration in modern Europe tends to emphasise the importance of integration, and with that the importance of keeping the number of immigrants under control in order for the process of integration to succeed, the Athenians pursued a policy that actively prevented the full integration of immigrants, even in the second and third generation, while at the same time keeping their borders open and encouraging coexistence and cooperation between citizens and free non-citizens. 
	Some modern scholars have gone even further by arguing that the very existence of a clearly demarcated group of free non-citizens contributed to the masking of the deep socio-economic divide between wealthy and poor citizens, because it allowed the latter to feel part of a politically privileged group despite their poverty.​[10]​ If that was indeed the case, there is again an interesting contrast between classical Athens on the one hand and, on the other, the current situation in the USA and several European states, where the combination of rising economic inequality and rising numbers of immigrants, be they economic migrants or refugees, is proving a very dangerous cocktail. 
	The scholarly consensus on Athenian attitudes to immigration and on the explanation for the apparent Athenian willingness to welcome immigrants has much to commend it. However, it rests on two implicit assumptions that are potentially problematic. The first is that those who settled in Athens were predominantly males in their prime with the skills and resources that would enable them to take advantages of the economic opportunities that the city had to offer, and that had the potential to be of benefit also to their host community. The second assumption is that the number of immigrants taking up residence in fourth-century Athens was relatively stable, without sudden large influxes of immigrants comparable to the huge numbers who arrived on the shores of Italy and Greece during the years after the 'Arab Spring' of 2011 and the ensuing civil wars. 
	Both assumptions seem reasonable enough, as long as the discussion concerns 'economic migrants' to use a modern term, that is, immigrants who came to Athens of their own free will, and who were free to return to their own home communities or to go elsewhere, if their attempts to better their own financial circumstances did not work out as planned. In so far as the number of economic migrants may have fluctuated over time, such fluctuations are likely to have reflected economic conditions in Athens generally, reducing the likelihood that huge numbers of them would have arrived during periods where the Athenians collectively were experiencing hardships brought on by war or by crop failure – or by a combination of both. 
	It might even be argued that a fall in the number of immigrants had the potential to exacerbate the hardship: if there were fewer foreign traders operating from an Athenian base, this may have reduced the volume of grain imports further, with rising prices as a result. Another related consequence was a possible loss of Athenian public income from indirect taxation, in particular the 2% tax on imports. To be sure, during acute crises of very short duration, the hit would have been taken by the tax farmers (pentekostologoi), who had already committed to paying a fixed sum by instalments during their period of concession. But if the crisis was of longer duration, its effect was most likely that bids would be far more cautious when the next franchises were auctioned off. Moreover, during times of war, a lack of adult male metics available for military service may have meant higher costs if the shortfall was to be made up by the hiring of mercenaries, while a shortage of wealthy metics on whom eisphora could be levied may have compounded Athens' fiscal problems further.​[11]​ 
	Yet, as Brun (1983: 22) remarks in his discussion of the size of metic contributions to the eisphora, it was far from all metics who were wealthy enough to be liable to this tax. As for the kind of enterprising traders who may have contributed to increasing Athens' grain imports and  more generally to Athens' public revenue through indirect taxation on their commercial activities, they are likely to have made up only a limited proportion of Athens' metic population. In a recent publication, Akrigg (2015) has emphasised that a very considerable number of them were likely to have been former slaves who had been manumitted by their owners, who had not come to Athens of their own free will, and who cannot meaningfully be characterised or discussed as 'economic migrants'. Of course, some of these manumittees were engaged in very lucrative activities as bankers and overseas traders both before and after their manumission; we hear about them and their activities in several forensic speeches delivered in the course of the fourth century, and it is beyond question that their financial contributions to Athens were no less than outstanding. But as pointed out by Akrigg (2015), the majority of the manumittees were likely to have engaged in far more humble occupations. Many of them may have been elderly, with their manumission being agreed after a long life in servitude when their productivity began to decline and their health became more precarious. Equally important, many of them were female.​[12]​ 
	There has been considerable debate over whether or not freedmen and freedwomen were differentiated in legal terms from those who had come to Athens voluntarily,​[13]​ but this is of only marginal importance in the present context. What matters more is the observation that not all free non-citizen inhabitants in classical Athens were of the quality that a Xenophon or an Isokrates could (and clearly did) wish for when promoting the benefits to Athens of increasing immigration. Female metics in particular would have been poorly placed when it came to their potential contributions to a recognised 'common good', except for the fact that they were liable to a special poll tax levied on free non-citizens, the metoikion, and probably some other taxes in addition.​[14]​ 
	However, if we return to the issue of immigration and its potential consequences for the poorest part of the Athenian citizen body, it makes sense to distinguish between migrants and manumittees, even if the Athenians themselves may not have done so in their legislation. A master's decision to free his slave did not create an extra mouth in need of food, and thus would not add significantly to a demand that might otherwise have created an upwards pressure on food prices. What is more, a freedman or freedwoman would probably not have added significantly to the competition faced by poor citizens, who relied on menial jobs in order to survive. The occupations of the manumittees were most likely the same as they had been before their manumission, the only difference being that they were now apparently subject to a market tax from which citizens were exempt, which would have given the latter a competitive advantage. 
	By contrast, each and every immigrant of either gender would have added to Athens' total population, with potential adverse consequences for vulnerable citizens, if the number of immigrants were to surge dramatically. And this takes the discussion back to the question of how much immigrant numbers are likely to have fluctuated in the course of the fourth century.
	Akrigg (2015) works on the assumption that the metic population of Athens was made up primarily of freedman and freedwomen (constituting the larger proportion of the metic population) and economic migrants. While the number of the latter may have fluctuated somewhat, the fluctuations may not have been all that dramatic, especially if it is assumed that economic migrants constituted only a minority of Athens' metic population in the first place. However, during periods of political turbulence and war in the Greek world generally, and in the Aegean, the northern Peloponnese and Central Greece in particular, we have to reckon with the possibility that a significant addition to Athens' metic population arrived in the form of desperate, displaced people from cities that had been destroyed by war and conquest by external powers, or torn asunder by internal warfare (stasis) which had led to the expulsion of entire factions, sometimes including female dependants and children of the men who were expelled. Although most scholarship on the metics settled in Athens mentions refugees as part of the mix that made up Athens' free non-citizen population, they have usually been mentioned only in passing, with the discussions quickly moving on to those whose absence from their home communities was entirely voluntary.​[15]​ 
	It would be pointless to attempt any calculation of the numbers that sought refuge at Athens in the course of the fourth century. We have no evidence that would allow even a cautious estimate, and in any case the numbers are most likely to have fluctuated significantly in the course of the century. A possible peak may have occurred after the end of the Peloponnesian war and the restoration of Athens' democracy in 403/2, when Athens again became a possible refuge for pro-Athenian citizens of other states who had sought refuge elsewhere, while Athens was itself being ravaged by the oligarchy of the Thirty and the stasis that ensued.​[16]​ Another period of turbulence that affected city states in Athens' vicinity was the period after the King's Peace in 386, where the Spartans expanded their power and installed pro-Lakedaimonian governments in several cities (including Mantinea, Phleious, Korinthos and Thebes), resulting in the expulsion and displacement of anti-Lakedaimonian factions. In the second half of the fourth century large numbers of Greeks were on the move in different regions at different times, according to the conquests, destructions or purges of numerous Greek poleis wrought by Philip II of Macedonia and, after his assassination in 336, by Alexander the Great. 
	That Athens received at least a share of the Greek refugees displaced by internal and external conflict is beyond question. Contemporary literary and epigraphical sources combined testify to the admission of groups of refugees from Samos (after 403/2),​[17]​ Plataia (373),​[18]​ Korinthos (after 386),​[19]​ Thasos (385 or slightly earlier),​[20]​ Mantineia (in or shortly after 385),​[21]​ Thebes (after 382 and again after the destruction of the city in 335),​[22]​ Delphi (362),​[23]​ Boiotia (in the early or mid-fourth century and again after 338, without specification of individual cities belonging to the Boiotian federation),​[24]​ Megara (before 355/4),​[25]​ Messene (before 355/4),​[26]​ Olynthos (after 348),​[27]​ unspecified cities in Phokis (after 346),​[28]​ unspecified cities in Akarnania (338/7),​[29]​ and Troizen (in or after 338/7).​[30]​ This list probably constitutes only the tip of a larger iceberg: IG II3, 1, 2 alone, a fascicle containing Athenian laws and decrees dating from 352/1 to 322/1 B.C., contains at least a further three badly damaged decrees that appear to have related to groups of refugees (IG II3 404 (345-320 B.C.), 502 (mid-fourth century), 503 (mid-fourth century)), the sizes of which cannot be determined.
	Refugees, and in particular those who went into self-imposed or forced exile in the fifth and fourth centuries, have received plenty of attention in their own right in modern scholarship.​[31]​ Most of the attention has focussed on what might be called 'celebrity exiles', that is on individuals who had occupied positions of high military importance in their home communities, or who had been among the political leaders of a faction that had since been ousted – and often a combination of both. The decision to offer shelter to high-profile exiles of this type would often have been diplomatically precarious in cases where Athens itself was not openly at war with the communities that they had fled, especially if a request for their surrender was subsequently issued by the state which they had left, or from a hegemonic power who was actively backing the regime that the exiles had opposed.​[32]​
	The admission of exiles and refugees with high political profiles is, understandably, what we tend to hear most about in our literary and epigraphical sources. However politically difficult such admissions may have been, they were not likely to have created any noticeable extra demand for housing or food. What may have made a difference in that respect is that such exiles very often headed much larger groups of their fellow citizens who had been expelled with them. In a few precious instances, Athenian inscriptions relating to the welcoming of displaced individuals contain lists of men who clearly belonged to their entourage; what is more, there are plenty of attestations of such groups in our literary evidence which has been systematically collected and set out by Seibert (1979: 405-406). Some of them number scores of men, others several hundreds, and some more than a thousand. It may have been quite common for such groups to split up and to find shelter in several different communities. This was what happened to those Athenians who fled to other cities under the oligarchic regime of the Thirty, including Korinthos (Aisch. 2.148) and Thebes (Lys. On Behalf of Pherenikos over the estate of Androkleides fr. 286, Carey); another example are the Siphnian exiles who appear to have been settled in smaller pockets in neighbouring island communities and in Troizen on the mainland, and a third that of the pro-Athenian Samians expelled by the Peloponnesians in 404, who were given shelter in Notion and Ephesos, as well as those Samians expelled by the Athenians in 365 who were scattered among numerous poleis in Asia Minor and much further afield.​[33]​ Yet, in many of the attested cases, the groups that sought shelter in other cities were often sizeable.
	In wartime, such groups may have been welcomed because of their potential contribution to their host community's armed forces, of course especially if the city that took them in was currently at war with the city from which they had fled or been expelled. It is, however, less easy to see how the host city would have benefitted financially or militarily from any female or child dependants who may have accompanied them in their exile, and who may have swelled the numbers of many such groups considerably.​[34]​ 
	As Seibert notes (1979: 379-382), the presence of women and children among those who sought shelter in other cities would have varied from case to case. Whenever possible, political refugees may have preferred to leave their female and under-age dependants at home and we know that some of them did so,​[35]​ but there are also several attested examples of men who had taken their wives and children with them into exile, including those of the Athenians, Siphnians and Samians mentioned above. Another interesting example is a certain Parmenon, an exiled citizen of Byzantion, who had moved to Ophrynion with his wife and children. We hear about Parmenon in Dem. 33 in connection with his involment in the Athenian grain trade.  Yet in Dem. 33.20, the speaker tells his audience how Parmenon had to leave Athens suddenly because his wife and children had been killed by an earthquake in Ophrynion. This was evidently where Parmenon had made his home, and like many exiles, who had to make a living by hiring themselves out as mercenary soldiers, Parmenon had left his dependants behind in the city that had admitted them as a family, while he himself went to Athens in order to make money from trade.  
	While women and children may have been less frequent companions of men who had been exiled for political reasons, they would inevitably have been among the displaced in those cases where the entire population of a city had been evicted by an external conqueror.​[36]​ Moreover, as Garland (2014: 99-113) has recently highlighted, another type of displaced civilian was the evacuee: it was not at all unusual for women and children to be evacuated and taken to safety in other cities, when a community was expecting an attack and subsequent siege.​[37]​  If the attack and the siege were successfully fended off, the evacuees would be able to return to their home community. If not, the evacuees would be stranded indefinitely in the cities that had offered them shelter, many of them unaccompanied by adult male relatives, unless the latter had been lucky enough to escape death or enslavement after the fall of their city.
	We know that the Athenians were the beneficiaries on more than one occasion of the willingness of other cities to offer protection to their non-combatants, both in connection with the evacuation of women and children before the Persian attack on their city and again in connection with the persecution and expulsion of a considerable part of their citizen body under the regime of the Thirty and the Ten. They are also known, famously, to have admitted evacuees at least once, in connection with the siege of Plataia in 427. 
	Less is known about the level of Athenian hospitality extended to women and children from other cities in the fourth century. The Athenian inscriptions that relate to exiles and refugees being given shelter in Athens during the period after the restoration of the democracy in 403/2 mention only adult men, and it is also predominantly adult men who figure in our literary evidence. Nevertheless, their dependants have left some traces in both the inscriptions and in surviving forensic oratory, suggesting that the presence in Athens of displaced citizens from other communities should be taken into consideration in discussions of Athens' metic population. 
	In the past, scholars have noted with some surprise that the ratio of women to men in the tombstones commemorating non-citizens buried in fourth-century Athens (a phenomenon that can also be observed in later periods) is higher than the corresponding ratio in the sepulchral inscriptions commemorating Athenian citizens.​[38]​ A closer look at the fourth-century metic gravestones collected and discussed by Ginestí Rossel (2012) suggests that there may be a connection between the attestations of female city-ethnics and the attested refugee groups in Athens. The female city-ethnics that figure most prominently belong to women from the following poleis: Aigina (where women outnumber men 9:6),​[39]​ Korinthos (where women outnumber men 6:5),​[40]​ Megara (6 women to 9 men),​[41]​ Plataia (women outnumber men 7:4 in the fifth century, and 7:6 in the fourth century),​[42]​ Thespiai (where women outnumber men 5:3),​[43]​ and Thebes (where women outnumber men 16:14, and if Skaphlai is included, by 22 to 15),​[44]​ Miletos (6 women to 7 men),​[45]​ and Olynthos (8 women to 11 men).​[46]​ With the exception of Megara and Miletos, refugees from all of these communities are known to have been resident at Athens. 
	If these men and women had indeed arrived at Athens as refugees, they very likely belonged among those who were not entirely without resources or connections. This is suggested not only by the fact that they were commemorated by tombstones which represented an expenditure, even if this may have been only a modest one, but also by the fact of the burial plots themselves. As suggested by Blok (2007) this may mean either that the legal capacity to acquire land for a burial plot was not restricted to citizens, or that the metics commemorated (and their families) may have been granted special privileges. The first possibility certainly cannot be ruled out; the second, on the other hand, is not at all implausible, if it is taken into consideration that precisely refugees are attested regularly as having been granted privileges by the Athenian assembly that set them apart from other immigrants. 
	It is usually assumed that privileges such as exemption from the metic tax (ateleia) and the entitlement to pay the same tax as Athenian citizens did (isoteleia) were granted only to non-citizens who had demonstrated extraordinary merit by making lavish financial contributions to the Athenian community or by rendering other types of services. Yet the evidence cited above (notes 17-30) shows such privileges to be bestowed as block-grants on groups of refugees, without specification of the individual merit of each recipient. The practice of bestowing such block-grants on groups of refugees may also be relevant to the much-discussed case of a wetnurse Melitta, daughter of Apollodoros who is identified on Melitta's tomb stone simply as isoteles, without any indication of his city of origin.​[47]​ There is of course several possible reasons why Melitta had resorted to wetnursing to make ends meet. Her father Apollodoros may once have been a very affluent metic who had later fallen on hard times, or who had died without having provided for a marriage that would provide adequate financial security for his daughter. But there is also the possibility that Apollodoros may have received his isoteleia because he had arrived at Athens as part of a group on which the Athenians decided to confer the privilege.
	As mentioned earlier, the evidence does not permit even loose guesses as to how many displaced persons turned up at Athens at various points in the fourth century, let alone how many of these were awarded concessions that may have made their day-to-day existence a little less precarious than the life that is normally associated with exile and displacement in the literary evidence from the fourth century. One of the most harrowing passages of that type is the one put into the mouth of a Plataian refugee by Isokrates in his Plataikos 48-49, in what purports to be a speech addressed to the Athenian assembly after the Plataians have been driven from their city for the second time:
What do you imagine that we are thinking when we are watching our elderly parents receiving support that is unworthy of them as well as our children being brought up in a way that does not correspond to the hopes we had for them when we begat them, with many of them being enslaved because of small contractual debts, and others turning to casual work as hired hands, and yet others providing for their daily needs as best each of them can, in an unseemly way corresponding neither to their ancestors' achievement, nor to their own age, nor to our mindset. And what is most painful of all is when one sees not just citizens being separated from their fellow-citizens, but also wives from their husbands, and daughters from their mothers, and entire families being broken up. This has happened to many of our citizens because of their destitution, for the destruction of our communal life has made each of us look to his own individual hopes for the future.
The destitution described by the Plataian speaker is known also from other sources, and it calls for more systematic investigation. Prostitution is probably implied in the euphemism 'in an unseemly way' (aprepôs) in which he describes the way in which some Plataian children are forced to keep body and soul together. A real-life example may be found in Lysias 3 Against Simon, a speech delivered by a middle-aged Athenian defending himself against a charge of wounding with intent to kill. According to him, his conflict with the plaintiff had arisen because both of them were fighting over a Plataian boy (almost certainly an evacuee) who was the object of their sexual desires. Although modern scholars have disagreed over the legal status of the boy, the use of the ktetic Plataikos (Lys. 3.5) instead of the regular city-ethnic Plataieus corresponds to the way in which female Plataians are commemorated on fourth-century funerary monuments set up at Athens, and was most likely used about under-age male Plataians as well.​[48]​
That prostitution was a well-known way for boys in this situation to survive is further indicated a casual remark at the end of Aischines' speech against Timarchos, who is accused of having exercised his citizen privileges despite his having worked as a male prostitute: in 1.195 Aischines instructs the judges to order their fellow Athenians with a taste for young men to turn to foreigners (xenoi) and metics. 
	As for the reference of the Plataian speaker to refugee children who were being made to work in conditions of slavery, a case in point may be the famous lead letter of Lesis. ​[49]​  Lesis appears to have been a young boy who complains to his mother and an otherwise unidentifiable Xenokles about the terrible conditions in a foundry where he is working, apparently as a slave. Yet his mother appears to have been free, or at least in a position to persuade Xenokles to intervene by appealing to her son's 'masters' (despotai) to improve his position. There are several possible reasons for the difference between Lesis's position and that of his mother: it was not at all unusual for slave parents to be manumitted while their children remained enslaved, for example. It has also been suggested by some scholars that Lesis was not legally a slave but an apprentice who was not free to leave his master at will, although this hypothesis has recently been largely abandoned. 
	However, a third possibility is that  Lesis and his mother were living in Athens as refugees, unaccompanied by an adult male relative, and with Xenokles acting as the prostates of Lesis' mother, whose financial circumstances were so dire that she had been compelled effectively to sell her son into service at the foundry. While there may have been Athenian legislation to prohibit citizen parents from selling their children into slavery, I am not aware of any Athenian law that prohibited free non-citizens resident at Athens from selling theirs. ​[50]​ And it is worth noting that it is not just the Plataian speaker in Isokrates' text who refers to this desperate measure: in Lys. 12.98 an audience of Athenian judges is reminded that even the Athenians themselves might have been compelled by their desperate circumstances to sell their children, if their attempt to topple the Thirty and to fight their way back to their city had failed.
	Much more work needs to be done on the connection between the sex trade and enslavement and the plight of refugee families in Athens and elsewhere, in particular those consisting of women and children who lived on their own in their host city unaccompanied by adult male relatives. Above all, it is important that refugees are taken into account as a component of Athens' immigrant population in modern discussions, for at least four reasons. 
	The first is that the gender balance of the refugee groups who arrived at Athens, especially from poleis relatively close to Athens' borders, is likely to have been different from the gender balance among immigrants who came to Athens for economic reasons, and who were free to return home whenever they liked. The second is that those who had come to Athens as refugees or evacuees were likely to have preserved a desire to return home at the earliest opportunity; yet, the actual duration of their stay abroad would have been impossible for them (or their host community) to predict, and some refugee groups are known to have been cut off from home for several generations. The third is that those who came to Athens as refugees were more likely to be part of a larger kin-group than the male traders and adventurers who are normally the subject of modern discussions of Athenian metics. This in turn may serve to explain some of the Athenian legislation and the procedures that related to inheritance and metic families more generally, which seem to have borne considerable resemblance to the legislation that applied in connection with citizen families. The fourth and arguably most important reason why the possible presence of refugees is important to take into consideration is that the total number of resident aliens at Athens is more likely than not to have fluctuated considerably. There may have been periods where the number of refugees, especially of those who were destitute, and of those who were unaccompanied women and children fleeing death and destruction, put considerable additional pressure on Athens' resources.
	Just as today, immigrants would need to be housed somewhere, however humbly, whatever their gender, age or skills. The Athenian restrictions on the acquisition of real estate by non-citizens would have reduced the risk that large numbers of immigrants might push up prices of land and houses; yet, this would have done little to prevent upwards pressure on prices on the rental market, which may in turn have affected the poorest section of the Athenian citizen population directly, especially in the urbanised areas of Attica. The level of sub-standard housing and of homelessness among the poorest section of Athens' citizen population is notoriously difficult to assess on the basis of the evidence available, but it is probable that periodic influxes of large number of refugees would have compounded any problems that may already have existed.​[51]​ Likewise, the arrival of large groups of refugees risked putting the supply of basic foodstuff (not just grain) under increasing pressure, with rising prices as a very likely result.​[52]​ Thus, the food crises that seems to have affected Athens after the destruction of Thebes in 335 may well have been exacerbated by the arrival of Theban survivors in considerable numbers at Athens.​[53]​ 
	Arguably, it is of considerable contemporary interest how the Athenians (and other Greek communities) coped with the pressure created by large numbers of displaced people, particularly after the end of the Peloponnesian War, after the King's Peace in 386, after the Peace of Philokrates in 346, and, above all, after Chaironeia in 338. Further discussion is needed not least of the question how the Athenians managed to preserve a degree of consensus over the admission of refugees, as it can be observed in the decrees referred to earlier. On each of these occasions, the motivation of the demos to ease the conditions of the refugees in question may have been various combinations of different considerations: military concerns narrowly defined, wider strategic and political interests, and the norms of reciprocal obligation. The latter may have been the most important motivation for the decisions to welcome groups from allied cities that had now been destroyed. 
	The sense of obligation may have been important at both a collective and an individual level, especially in the first half of the fourth century. During this period, a substantial number of the Athenians would have had personal memories of their own exile or a dangerous internal displacement within Attica itself. This experience may have made it easier for them to empathise, despite Isokrates' acid claim (4 Panegyrikos 167-168) that people generally were more easily moved by the suffering of fictional characters on the tragic stage than by the desperate plight of real-life refugees:
Is the past not enough, in which all kinds of terrible events have taken place? For although many evils by nature are in store for mankind, we have ourselves invented more than are necessary, stirring up war and stasis among ourselves, with the result that many have been lawlessly killed in their own states, while others are wandering about as refugees in foreign lands with their women and children, while many, because of their lack of the basic necessities, are serving as mercenaries and are compelled to die in battle against their friends for the sake of their enemies. And nobody has ever complained about these things; yet they think it is appropriate to weep over the disasters in the fictions composed by poets. Indeed, although they observe the real and terrible suffering that happens because of war, they are so far from feeling pity that they take greater pleasure in each other's evils than in their own blessings.
On the other hand, there is also a possible aspect of Athenian immigration policy which may have been less generous, and which may have rendered them more willing to extend a welcome to those refugees whom we encounter in the honorary decrees mentioned earlier. It has been argued recently by some scholars that the Athenian borders (and the borders of other Greek states) may not in fact have been quite as open as has often been assumed, even in peacetime, with controls of the movement of people and goods being especially developed in relation to those who arrived in the cities' harbours. The issue has proved highly controversial.​[54]​ Yet, even if it is maintained that the Athenians exercised only limited control over those who arrived by land and by sea, the two best documented requirements that immigrants had to meet in order to live legally in Athens may have had the effect of limiting the influx of the most destitute men, women and children who had been displaced by wars, conquests and destruction. 
	The metoikion, which was imposed on men and on women unaccompanied by husbands or adult sons, may not strike us as having been all that onerous at an annual rate of 12 drachmai and 6 drachmai respectively, but it might still have deterred those who had left their cities with only the clothes they were wearing, and perhaps some petty cash. For those who were utterly destitute, and who had no existing personal connections such as friends (or fellow soldiers, in the case of those who came to Athens from cities that had fought wars as Athens' allies), the requirement that all immigrants had to find and be registered with a citizen sponsor may have proved a further obstacle that was potentially insurmountable. 
	The closest modern parallels to the metic who had failed to find a sponsor and/or had been unable to pay the metoikion are those of the illegal immigrant and of the failed asylum seeker. The response that most modern European nations adopt whenever possible is to deport them. The Athenian response, by contrast, was to sell them into slavery at public auction. 
	This uncompromisingly harsh approach makes it all the more remarkable that the Athenian demos showed itself willing to display generosity towards refugees in the cases discussed above. Yet, what may have made the Athenians able to maintain a consensus in favour of welcoming certain groups of refugees and evacuees of both genders was very likely a widespread feeling that there was some control over the numbers of those who took up residence at Athens –including not least during the times of crisis that periodically rocked other parts of the Greek world. As far as we can tell from the available evidence, the Athenians never formulated a more general 'refugee policy'; they appear to have made their decisions on an ad hoc basis, reflecting the circumstances of individual groups and their (or their polis') prior relationship with Athens. No individual decision to waive the metoikion requirement for particular groups of refugees or to take other measures to make their conditions more bearable was forced upon the Athenian assembly from above. And thus, the sense of alienation and widespread political disillusionment which currently bedevils the public debate on immigration in Europe was almost certainly less pronounced then than it is now.
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^1	  For a comprehensive survey of the types of euergetism that wealthy metics could and did engage in, see Adak (2003). Engen (2010: 192-202) contains a relatively recent assessment of the evidence for grants rewarding such behaviour. 
^2	  For examples, see e.g. Whitehead (1977: 109-121) and Cooper (2003).
^3	  See e.g. Lysias 13 and 30 (directed against defendants allegedly of unfree birth), Isaios 3 (directed against a woman allegedly the daughter of a non-citizen prostitute), Isaios 6 (directed against two boys allegedly the sons of a non-citizen female brothel-keeper), and [Dem.] 59 (directed against Neaira, a former slave prostitute, who was accused of posing as a citizen). 
^4	  On this passage, and more generally on Xenophon's recommended measures for attracting more metics of a better quality in 2.1-2.7, see the discussion in Gauthier (1976: 56-74). 
^5	  See e.g. Whitehead (1977: 126).
^6	  See, recently, Bresson (2016: 254-259, 325-338) for an overview of the ways in which Greek cities attempted to control prices in the classical and Hellenistic periods. 
^7	   On the law prohibiting metics from leaving Athens in wartime, see Whitehead (2000: 335-337). 
^8	  See e.g. Isaios 7.31 relating how two sisters inherited the estate left by their brother who had died childless, and Isaios 11.41-42 for a woman adopted by will, who received a bequest consisting of real estate as well as moveable property. 
^9	  For recent examples of this very widely held view, see e.g. Boudou (2013: 132-135) and Gray (2017).
^10	  See e.g. Hunter (2000: 24-26), Lape (2010: 42-52). For recent discussions of poverty among citizens, see Cecchet (2015: esp. 115-139) and Taylor (2017). Taylor argues that the gap between wealthy and poor citizens seems to have increased during the third quarter of the fourth century (2017: 180-194). 
^11	  For a discussion of the liability of metics for eisphora see e.g. the cautious approach by P. Brun (1983: 6-8), with references to the previous debate. 
^12	  In her discussion of the Athenian phialai inscriptions Meyer (2010: 69) produces a breakdown by sex of 156 males, 116 females, and 141 unknown. Even if the inscriptions do not relate to manumissions but to unsuccessful attempts to enslave individuals of metic status, the prominence of women in the material is important.
^13	  See Sosin (2016) with references to the previous debate.
^14	  [Dem.] 57.34 refers to xenika tele, which seem to have been levied on non-citizens in connection with their activities in the market place, but very little is known about this levy.
^15	  See e.g. Gauthier (1972: 116-121), Whitehead (1977: 18, 72, 160), Baslez (1984: 62-67). Kennedy (2014: 3-4) notes that some female metics may have come to Athens as refugees, but assumes that they were outnumbered by women who had come to Athens to take advantage of the city's economic opportunities. 
^16	  One example are the Samian exiles who were driven from their island by Lysander and admitted by Ephesos and Notion (see Rhodes and Osborne (2003: 12-17, no. 2)). Another example are the Byzantines who fled first to the Black Sea region and later to Athens after 403/2 (Xenophon Hellenika 2.2.1). 
^17	  Rhodes and Osborne (2003: 12-17, no. 2).
^18	  See the evidence and discussion in Osborne (1981: 28) and (1982: 11-16).
^19	  Dem. 20.52-55: Demosthenes relates how the Athenians granted the Korinthian refugees 'everything that they needed'. For a commentary on the passage, see Kremmydas (2012: 289-291).
^20	  IG II2 33 and Dem. 20.59 with Osborne (1982: 48-57). The inscription includes a partially preserved list with 34 legible (male) names. The number of names lost cannot be determined with certainty, but the total may have been ca. 40 (Gehrke (1985: 163)). For a date after the Peace of Antalkidas in 386, see Gehrke (1985: 163).
^21	  IG II2 33, 7.
^22	  After 382: Dein. 1.38-39, Aisch. 2.164; after 335: Aisch. 3.156-157. 
^23	  IG II2 109, including a list of 10 (male) names of Delphian refugees in addition to the main Delphian beneficiary of the Athenian decree; see further Osborne (1981: 49-51) and (1982: 59-61).
^24	  Early or mid-fourth century: IG II2 245; after 338: Aisch. 2.142-143.
^25	  Dem. 20.131; the date of the speech provides a terminus ante quem, but it is impossible to determine a date with more precision.
^26	  Dem. 20.131; for further discussion see Kremmydas (2012: 403).
^27	  Dem. 19.146 and Aisch. 2.154-155. There have been attempts to connect the refugee beneficiaries of IG II3 503 with this group of refugees or with refugees from Methone, but the text is too poorly preserved to permit such identification.
^28	  Dem. 5.18-19, 19.80. 
^29	  IG II3 316.
^30	  Hyp. 3 Ath. 31-33; for the date see Osborne (1983: 71-72) and Whitehead (2000: 340). Osborne suggests either that the number of refugees was small or that citizenship was given only to the most prominent men among the refugees, with lesser privileges granted to those who accompanied them into exile. The latter may have been a regular practice. 
^31	  See e.g. Balogh (1943), Seibert (1979), McKechnie (1989: 16-78), Lonis (1993), Gray (2015), (2017). Forsdyke (2005) discusses exile mainly from a fifth-century Athenian perspective, and from the perspective of the community that the exiles left rather than the communities that took them in. 
^32	  For an example with potential to cause diplomatic embarrassment for Athens, see Isokr. 17.5-9. Here a young Bosporan man relates how he had come to Athens for purposes of trade, but suddenly found himself effectively a refugee and fearing that the Athenians might consent to his extradition. For an overview of the practice of extradition, see Lonis (1988).
^33	  For the Siphnians, see Isokrates 19.18-24 with Seibert (1979: 105-106) and Brun (1996: 179-181). For the Samians expelled by the Peloponnesians in 405/4, see Rhodes and Osborne (2003: 12-17), and for those expelled by the Athenians in 365 see IG XII, 6, 1, 17-41. 
^34	  For an illustration of the kind of substantial difference this would have made to the numbers admitted, see the third-century list of Kretan mercenaries and their dependants who were given Milesian citizenship in Milet I, 3 34 with Herrmann (1997: 160-163). 
^35	  To mention just one example, a fourth-century Elean decree, Minon (2007: 196-208, no. 30) relating to Eleans who are currently in exile, contains provisions that apparently aim to protect the male and female children of the exiles against reprisals. This makes sense only if it is assumed that many or most of the exiles had left their children behind. 
^36	  See e.g. Thuc. 2.70.3-4 for the expulsion of the population of Poteidaia and Xen. Hell. 2.3.6 for the expulsion of all free members of the population in Samos by Lysander. See further the catalogue of deportees in Garland (2014: 253-263). 
^37	  For examples of evacuations see Hdt. 8.4, Hdt. 8.36, Hdt. 8.40-41, Thuc. 2.6.4 + 2.78.3, Thuc. 4.123.4 (children and women of Mende and Skione are evacuated to Olynthos, allegedly an evacuation organised by Brasidas, but see 5.32), Diod. Sic. 13.61.5, Diod. Sic. 13.91.1, Diod. Sic. 13.108.6; Diod. Sic. 14.56.4; Diod. Sic. 15.52.1.
^38	  For the ratio between male and female commemoration in the classical and Hellenistic periods, see Vestergaard (2000: 86-89). 
^39	  Ginestí Rossel (2012) nos. 3-9, 391, and SEG 61: 184; pro-Athenian Aiginetans were most likely expelled after the refoundation and resettlement of the island by Lysander in 405 (Xen. Hell. 2.9.9).
^40	  Ginestí Rossel (2012) nos. 11-19; anti-Lakedaimonian Korinthians were expelled after the King's Peace in 386 (Xen. Hell. 5.1.34) and some of them were admitted to Athens (Dem. 20.52-55). 
^41	  Ginestí Rossel (2012) nos. 48-58.
^42	  Ginestí Rossel (2012) nos. 60-67 (C5); 70, 71, 75, 79, 82, 90, 101, 105, 106, 107.
^43	  Ginestí Rossel (2012) nos. 68, 74, 98, 116, 117. 
^44	  Ginestí Rossel (2012) nos. 72, 73, 76, 77, 80, 81, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 95, 96, 97, 99, 108, 109, 110, 111, 113, 114, 115, 146; Skaphlai: nos. 78, 97, 102.
^45	  Ginestí Rossel (2012) nos. 333, 335, 336, 344, 347, 350, 356, 358, 360.
^46	  Ginestí Rossel (2012) nos. 162, 163, 169, 170, 171, 172, 174, 175, 176, 178, 179, 181, 183, 184, 185. According to Harp. 162.10-11, the Athenians bestowed a block-grant of isoteleia on the displaced Olynthians who arrived at Athens after the destruction of their city in 348. 
^47	  For recent discussions of the inscription, IG II2 7873, see Kennedy (2014: 133-136) and Taylor (2017: 139-140).  
^48	  See e.g. IG II2 10091, 10096, SEG 18: 122. See Fraser (2009: 43-49) on the use of ktetics as alternatives to Peloponnesian and Boiotian city-ethnics. For a parallel to Lysias' use of the ktetic, see Aisch. 3.162 referring to a Plataian youth who – Aischines insinuates – had had a sexual relationship with Demosthenes. For the controversy concerning the status of the Plataian youth in Lys. 3, see Todd (2007: 277-281). 
^49	  For references to some of the contributions to the debate on Lesis' letter and his status, see Eidinow and Taylor (2010: 37 n. 33).
^50	  This has been pointed out by Harris (2006: 276 n. 12).
^51	  See e.g. Ault (2005) and Rougier-Blanc (2014). Thür (1989) has suggested that some immigrants may have lived in the houses of their prostatai, but this would still have affected the availability of spare rooms, especially if large number of refugees from neighbouring cities and from allied poleis turned to Athens for shelter. 
^52	  For the observation that the Athenians did attempt to exercise some control over sales of other commodities, see e.g. Migeotte (2010: 420-422). 
^53	  For the crisis of 335, see e.g. Garnsey (1988: 154-159), Lambert (2012: 166-167), but note the more sceptical approach of Pazdera (2006: 239 n. 5). There is, however, general agreement that Athens experienced food shortages of considerable severity at several points after Chaironeia.
^54	  For references to discussions on the controversial issue of controlling the identity of non-citizens on entry, see Lefèvre (2004) and Roubineau (2012).
